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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Ronald Terrell Hooper pled guilty to embezzlement from Branch
Banking and Trust (BB&T) and was sentenced by the district court
to a five-month term of imprisonment, four years' supervised release,
and ordered to pay restitution in the amount of $20,476 to BB&T.
Hooper appeals, asserting the court should have recused itself because
it owned stock in BB&T. We find no abuse of discretion and affirm.

We review a district court's refusal to disqualify itself for abuse of
discretion. See United States v. Sellers, 566 F.2d 884, 887 (4th Cir.
1977). A judge "shall disqualify himself in any proceeding in which
his impartiality might reasonably be questioned" or if he knows that
he or an immediate family member residing with him has a financial
interest in the subject matter in controversy. See 28 U.S.C. §§ 455(a),
(b)(4) (1994). In order to find a trial court abused its discretion, there
must be a "reasonable factual basis for doubting the judge's impartial-
ity." Sellers, 566 F.2d at 887 (citation omitted). Hooper does not dis-
pute that any financial interest the district court had in BB&T was
minuscule. See id. Furthermore, Hooper pled guilty to embezzlement
and stipulated to the amount of restitution owed BB&T. Hooper fur-
ther received a minimal sentence and was recommended for favorable
treatment by the Bureau of Prisons. Accordingly, we find no reason-
able factual basis for doubting the judge's impartiality.

Based on the foregoing, we find the district court did not abuse its
discretion when it refused to disqualify itself from Hooper's case.
Accordingly, we affirm Hooper's conviction and sentence. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

AFFIRMED
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